p - 


‘ I 


Moaldt te oo oe 


HG ontnatisation ofA 


” is 
୨? 


err 


cs! Gg 


Cort” 
ଏ Desk 


CONTENTS 


On the Supreme Court Judgement on 
National Curriculum Framework 5 
- Left Parties Joint Statement 


Differentiate Study Of Religions From Religious Education 7 
- SFI Statement 

The Textbook Case 9 
- By Rajeev Dhavan 

Framework For A Divided Society 13 
- By Jayati Ghosh 

A Judicial Letdown 18 
- By Praful Bidwai 

Supreme Court Judgement and After 26 
- By Arjun Dev 

Brazen Communalisation Of Education 40 


- CPI(M) Polit Bureau statement 


“Saffronised, Sub-Standard Text Books Must Not Be Used 42 
- Sahmat Press Conference 


Errors, Biases Found In Class IX Text Book 44 
- Bloomers List - 1 


Shoddiness, Ignorance And Prejudice Mark 
Class VI Text Book 47 
- Bloomers List - 2 


Going By The Book 48 
- Indian Express Editorial 


Inventing History 
- The Hindu Editorial 49 


Digitized by srujanika@gmail.com 


INTRODUCTION 


Ever since the BJP-led NDA government came to power, the 
minister for human resources development, Murli Manohar Joshi 
has relentlessly pursued the saffron agenda in education. This has 
involved packing the various institutions, research as well as ad- 
ministrative, with Sangh Parivar men with no academic creden- 
tials; scuttling of publications of the Towards Freedom volumes; 
funding for research projects with distinct communal bias; attempts 
to introduce courses in astrology and vedic rituals in universities; 
deletion of portions from school text books which sought to incul- 
cate a critical attitude among students towards India’s past; intro- 
duction of the National Curriculum Framework of School Educa- 
tion (NCFSE) without consulting the state education ministers 
through the mechanism of CABE; and assault on scientific history 
writing. All this has gone on in the general environment of height- 
ened communalisation of Indian society and polity by the Sangh 
Parivar of which the most disgraceful manifestation has: been the 
carnage in Gujarat. There have been several publications that have 
documented these developments. 


The Supreme Court of India recently, deatling with a Public 
Interest Litigation challenging the constitutionality of the NCFSE, 
ruled that the framing of the syllabus by the NCERT is not uncon- 
stitutional. The apex court reasoned that since the CABE is not a 
constitutional body the fact that it was not consulted does not ren- 
der the framing of syllabus unconstitutional. Such is the technicality 
of the judgement. This however is being interpreted deliberately by 
the RSS and the Vajpayee government as a sanction for their agenda 
of communalisation of education. 
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At a time when the RSS is lauding the efforts of the minister 
for human resources development as fulfilling-the RSS agenda in 
education, the Supreme Court judgement is sought to be utilised by 
the Sangh Parivar as a seal of approval for its obscurantist, irratio- 
nal and retrogressive views. The statement of the general secre- 
tary of Vidya Bharathi Akhil Bharatiya Shiksha Sansthan, the RSS 
controlled body for school education, is worth noting. He has said:” 
Now the future generation will not have to learn the Aryans as 
outsiders and the Mughals as the natives of the land; will not have 
to admit our ancestors as beef-eaters for no proof or reason; will 
not have to treat Rama and Krishna as myths.” 


The insidious campaign that the Sangh Parivar has launched 
to undermine the very foundations of secularism needs to be re- 
sisted unitedly and vigorously. As Prabhat Patnaik put it, “Combat- 
ing communalism, preserving the secular foundations of the state, 
are urgent tasks that have to be undertaken not merely in the inter- 
ests of the minorities; they are not even tasks whose urgency arises 
merely because one cannot be free as long as someone else is 
oppressed; their urgency lies in the fact that communalism is 
integral to counter revolution” 


In the present publication we have put together important state- 
ments, write-ups and editorials subsequent to the Supreme Court 
decision on the NCFSE and the publication of the two text books by 
the NCERT - Contemporary India for Class IX and India and the 
World for Class VI. We hope this publication will contribute to the 
much needed resistance and struggle against this brazen, fascistic 
communalisation of education undertaken by the RSS and its 


affiliates. 
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LEFT PARTIESSTATEMENT 


On the Supreme Court Judgement 
on National Curriculum Framework 


The Communist Party of India (Marxist) and Communist Party 
of India issued the following joint statement on September 13, 
2002: 


Since the publication of the National Curriculum Framework 
(NCF), well-known academics,‘ state education ministers and 
political parties had been expressing apprehension regarding the 
motivations of the NDA government more particularly the Human 
Resources Development Minister. In August last year, the state 
education ministers of nine states, after a convention, asserted that 
the Central Advisory Board of Education (CABE) had not been 
consulted in framing the NCF. Their contention was that since 
education is a concurrent subject, any changes in the NCF should 
only be done after a national consensus is evolved and the only 
mechanism that is available for evolving such a consensus in the 
CABE of which al! the education ministers are the members. Later, 
a meeting of Chief Ministers, debate in both the Houses of Parlia- 
ment and the walkout of 16 education ministers from the NCERT 
general body meeting expressed the same apprehension. 


A number of social acivists considered that non-consultation 
with the CABE as unconstitutional and approached the Supreme 
Court to strike down the NCF on this ground. The Supreme Court 
has, by a majority decision, held that the non-consultation with the 
CABE before issuing the NCF is technically not unconstitutional as 
the CABE is not a constitutional body. Thus, the Supreme Court 
has held that given the present legal situation, the procedure adopted 
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by the NCERT in formulating the NCF is not unconstitutional. 


This is unfortunate. Tampering with the secular content of the 
education system has serious consequences to both our federal 
polity and secularism, which the Supreme Court itself has defined 
as a basic feature of our Constitution. This majority judgement must, 
therefore, be reviewed by the full bench of the Supreme Court. 
This is also necessary to establish a mechanism to evolve a national 
consensus on the concurrent subject of education in our federal 
polity and made mandatory. Till such a national mechanism is 
evolved, the states will retain their autonomy to work out their own 
curriculum framework. 


As for the content of the NCF and instructions in religion is 
concerned, the Supreme Court has correctly cautioned the govern- 
ment to maintain a constant vigil on the part of those imparting 
religious education from the primary stage to the higher level, oth- 
erwise “there is a potent danger of religious education being per- 
verted”. Such caution, however, reassures no one today, given the 
aggressive communalisation of education undertaken by this 
Vajpayee government. 
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SFISTATEMENT 


Differentiate Study Of Religions 
From Religious Education 


The Students Federation of India (SFI) has taken strong ex- 
ception to the peculiar interpretation of the Supreme Court (SC) 
verdict on the National Curricular Framework for Secondary Edu- 
cation (NCFSE), as made by HRD minister Dr Murli Manohar 
Joshi. Soon after the Supreme Court expressed its opinion on the 
NCFSE, Dr Joshi rushed to claim that the SC verdict endorsed his 
government’s position and that the union government has no hidden 
agenda to communalise education. 


To the SFI, study of various religions is certainly not against 
secularism and is a part of the existing education system. However, 
the question is of how to organise this study. The SC verdict has 
made a clear differentiation between the study of religions on the 
one hand and religious education on the other. The SC cautioned 
the government that “there is a potent danger of religious education 
being perverted by educational authorities whosoever may be in 
power by imparting religious instructions in which they have faith 
and belief.” The judgement also said educationists should take care 
that in teaching religions, there is a possibility of indoctrination or 
brainwashing of the children and thus of curbing their inquisitive- 
ness and freethinking in the name of religion. In fact, the SC verdict 
obliges the government to follow the secular principles lay down by 
the constitution. But, the SFI pointed out, Dr M M Joshi has no 
respect for secularism and is committed to the RSS that wants to 
convert India into a theocratic Hindu Rashtra. As Dr Joshi says he 
upholds the SC verdict and secularism, the SFI has demanded that 
he must clarify his position on the concept of Hindu Rashtra. 
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As for the NCFSE itself, the SFI says it is a perspective docu- 
ment. The allegation of communalisation of education by the HRD 
ministry has been raised in the background of the changes in sy!la- 
bus and textbooks which the HRD ministry has been trying to push 
through. The emphasis laid by the NCFSE on value education and 
religion further compounds the apprehensions in this regard. The 
comment in the SC judgment that “if certain portions in the curricu- 
lum are not historically correct or have a tendency to misrepresent, 
suppress or project wrong information, they can be removed” shows 
that a comprehensive review of the curriculum, syllabus and text- 
books needs to be urgently undertaken. The removal, from history 
textbooks, of certain portions related to the practice of untouchabil- 
ity and beef eating had been done with the intention of misrepre- 
senting facts, and smacks of an ulterior communal motive. Hence 
the SFI said it would explore the possibility of filing a review peti- 
tion before the SC, demanding a- judicial review of the efforts to 
communalise education by the Vajpayee government. 


It will also be noted that, in his separate judgement, Justice 
Sema has contradicted the main contention on the Central Advi- 
sory Board on Education (CABE), disagreeing with the majority 
contention that the CABE need not be consulted on the NCFSE as 
it is not a statutory body. The SFI has demanded that the CABE 
must be made a statutory body and an immediate meeting of the 
body must be convened to seek its opinion on the NCFSE. The 
indictment by Justice Sema projects the HRD minister in a poor 
light, the SFI added. 
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RAJEEV DHAVANARTICLE 


The Textbook Case 


The Supreme Court has always claimed to respond to the felt 
necessities of the times. This has not invariably been the case. 
Today, judges define what the Constitution is. Jawaharlal Nehru 
was right when he said that the Constitution has been “kidnapped 
and purloined” by the judicial process. The judicial process is far 
from perfect. There are times when the Court has been hopelessly 
wrong and admitted its mistake. The textbook case was heard 
quickly, amidst great controversy and with volumes of relevant and 
irrelevant material. It requires reconsideration. The textbook case - 
raised two fundamental issues. 


The first is the issue of secularism that Article 28 specifically 
prohibits the Government from teaching religious education through 
its schools or those maintained by it or allowing the compulsory 
teaching of religion by grant-aided schools. What the Government 
cannot do directly, it cannot do indirectly through its Ministry or the 
NCERT (the National Council of Educational Research and Train- 
ing). 

The second is the issue of federalism. Education is a Union 
and State responsibility. State schools and schools in States are to 
teach these new curricula, syllabi and textbooks. If the Union 
launches a new education policy, should the States be consulted? 
How? 

Through the NCERT — a private body with a public profile 
— from whose meeting State representatives walked out? Or 
through the official medium of consultation — CABE (thé Central 
Advisory Board of Education) — which has existed for this pur- 
pose since 1926 — at least 1935 — but not recently been re-consti- 
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tuted? Before the Sarkaria Commission (1988), most States wanted 
CABE as a permanent mechanism of consultation between the 
Union and the States. This federal issue is made further significant 
because Justice Cheema dissented in favour of the essentiality of 
CABE as a mechanism of federal consultation. On this, the ma- 
jority judges (Justices M.B. Shah and Dharmadhikari) did not agree. 


Now, where has the Court gone wrong? The one obvious area 
where the Court has gone wrong is not just that it has placed the 
NCERT in the position of an official body but treated it as a substi- 
tute for CABE and federal consultation. This is wholly contrary to 
its own decision in the NCERT case (1991, 4 SCC 578) in which 
the Council successfully argued that it was a private body and not 
state within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution and in 
respect of fundamental rights. How, then, did the Supreme Court 
ignore its own the NCERT decision of 1991? It does not matter if 
the 1991 decision was of two judges? Surely, the NCERT knew its 
defence of 1991. It should have told the Court that it was a private 
body. Instead, it went along with the Court making the NCERT the 
official federal basis of all educational change. In fact, the Court 
said: “There is nothing in either the Constitution of the NCERT or in 
any Rule, Regulation or Executive Order to suggest that the NCERT 
is structurally “subordinate? or inferior to any other body in the 
field.” This is amazing. A body declared to be private in 1991 has 
been declared to co-equal — if not superior — to all in 2002 with- 
out the earlier ruling being examined. For this reason alone, this 
judgment of 2002 is wrong and proceeds on the wrong fundamental 
assumption. 


The textbook case judgment responds to the Court’s great and 
genuine concern about the dectine in values in ‘modern’ life. But 
the Court’s answer that some version of religion is the answer is an 
intuition that cannot be exercised so as to run contrary to the secu- 
larism of a multicultural society; and in particular Article 28 of the 
Constitution. In fact, Justice Shah forcefully declares: “Religion is 
the foundation for value base(d) survival of human beings in a 
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civilised society.” Which religion? What aspects? The much-de- 
bated provisions of the Constitution on the Government not preach- 
ing or teaching religion specifically interdicts religious education. 
And — if now — religion is to be the basis of the resurrection of 
values, how is it to be achieved? Government reports — and more 
prominently the judgments in this case give considerable support to 
Hindu motifs. 


Justice Shah’s judgment in particular refers to an earlier Andhra 
religious endowment case which treated Hindu concept of dharma 
as ubiquitous. But, dharma is nat a secular but Hindu concept which 
held together a society to defend concepts of casteism, untouch- 
ability, inequality and gender injustice. Can such a central concept 
be reified out of existence? In the past, the Supreme Court has 
elaborated Hindu concepts as secular ones. Justice 
Gajendragadkar’s judgment in the Swaminarayan case (1966) which 
expanded the meaning of ‘Hindu’ to make it meaninglessly wide 
and Justice Verma’s judgment on ‘Hindutva’ (1994) suggesting that 
it meant ‘Indianness’ have been justly criticised. This judgment goes 
further to suggest that a reified Hinduism can and should be taught 
as the basis of India’s moral revival? But, will the syllabi teach of 
an abstract ‘dharma’? Or will students also be taught of the social 
horrors which were cloaked by ‘dharma’ and which have been 
found abhorrent by the Constitution? 


In the textbook case under review, the judges support a 
distinction between ‘religious education’ and ‘education about reli- 
gion’. But, if this distinction is to be seriously treated, ‘education 
about religion?’ can only mean to teach both the goodness and the 
badness of religion. That is not what is intended by either NCERT 
syllabi, curricula or texts or the Supreme Court judgment. There 
can be no quarrel with Justice Shah’s view that “knowledge, like 
the sun (should) shine for all”. Teaching knowledge and teaching 
reified religion are two entirely distinct exercises. Ambedkar rightly 
told the Constituent Assembly that the State cannot teach all reli- 
gions. The State is not a super theologician for synthesising all faiths. 


11 


Digitized by srujanika@gmail.com 


Nor is it helpful for the Court to rely on either the Teaching 
Sanskrit case (1994) or the DAV College Minority Education case 
(1971) on teaching the life of Indian saints. In the textbook case, 
the answer to the deep anxiety of the judges about the decline of 
moral values appears to be: revive values through education about 
religion being taught in schools because religion is a “major source 
of value generation”. This is what the Constitution specifically pro- 
hibited the Union and the States from doing. 


The problem relating to educational federalism is no less 
critical. The NCERT was declared a private body in 1992. It now 
has high constitutional authority. States viewed it otherwise. State 
Ministers walked out of the crucial curricula meeting. This flawed 
the entire consultative exercise even if a majority vote of those 
remaining blessed the NCERT’s endeavour. The fact that the S.B. 
Chavan Committee made similar proposals to Parliament is also of 
no great significance if we bear in mind that the Supreme Court has 
struck down many legislations passed by both Houses on grounds 
of constitutionality. This brings us back to CABE — the consulta- 
tive machinery for seven decades. It was not constituted, In a field 
as delicate as this, constituting CABE or its equiva!ent was abso- 
lutely necessary. The failure to do so is the failure of adequate 
consultation which though not mandated by statute arises from con- 
stitutional principles. 

The textbook case judgment is a cry from the judicial heart 
over declining social values. But, the solution blessed by the Court 
subverts the Constitution’s secular basis. To borrow Gandhiji’s 
phrase about the Privy Council, in this case, the Court has commit- 
ted egregious blunders’. Without overruling its own earlier decision 
on NCERT being a private body, it has been accorded the Council 
a deep significance in 2002. The Court turns to religion as a sav- 
iour. The Constitution looks to its secularism. The result: a deep 
misunderstanding. 

The Hindu, October 4, 2002 
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JAYATIGHOSH ARTICLE 


Framework For A Divided Society 


THERE is no question that education in our country is in a 
state of crisis. While primary school enrolment may have increased, 
it is still far from adequate, and far below even the rates in South 
Asian neighbours like Sri Lanka and Bangladesh. The Constitution, 
which promised more than half a century ago to ensure universal 
primary education within a decade, is now being derided in practice 
to the extent that more than 70 million children in the age-group of 
6 to 14 years are either school dropouts or have never been en- 
rolled in a school at all. Many more children may be formatly regis- 
tered but barely attend classes. This is not surprising as the bulk of 
primary schools in the country suffer from huge shortages in the 
most basic resources: teachers, textbooks, blackboards, buildings, 
toilets, and so on 


In higher education, the situation is no better, and may even be 
worse because of the decline of many institutions, which were once 
respected seats of advanced learning and research. India is al- 
ready among the worst performing nations in terms of share of 
gross domestic product devoted to public spending on education 
(less than 3 per cent, compared to international norms of 6 per cent 
and as much as 12 to15 per cent in some dynamic countries of East 
Asia). 

But even within this pitiful amount, the share of higher educa- 
tion has shrunk. And so institutions of higher learning are increas- 
ingly starved of funds and forced into the commercialisation and 
privatisation of many activities simply to ensure survival. This in 
turn means that many formerly impressive institutions have declined 
beyond all recognition, and that the less well-off sections of soci- 
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ety are denied access to higher education. 


In such a dire context, it may not be surprising that the 
National Democratic Alliance government is obsessed with educa- 
tion. Unfortunately, however, the obsession has not meant any 
attempts to change the desperate material straits of the education 
system as a whole. In fact, quite the opposite tendency is appar- 
ent. The Bharatiya Janata Party-led government has actually 
accelerated and worsened these negative trends by 


introducingfurther cuts in expenditure, opp NO 
throwing more responsibility onto the pri- The judgment in 
vate sector especiallyfor higher education, the NCERT case 
and relying on parallel experimental projects ] 
aided by international donors, which bypass Concerns on JY 

and undermine the public primary educa- the relatively 

tion system. narrow focus of 


Meanwhile, the government’s focus the petition. The 


on education has taken the utterly counter- _ battle on this 
productive form of messing about withsyl- _ front must now 
labi and trying to introduce all manner of be taken 
extraneous or even misleading subjects and forward. 


material into basic compulsory textbooks. 
This has resulted in continuous debates, over the interpretation of 
history, over what constitutes “national culture” and desirable 
values, over the introduction of dubious “disciplines” such as Vedic 
astrology, and so on. 


These have meant precious little improvement (and possibly 
some deterioration) in the conditions and the content of public edu- 
cation. But they may instead have served the politically useful pur- 
pose of diverting the attention of many progressive citizens from 
confronting other even greater transgressions of the government, 
and forced them instead to expend their energies in protesting against 
these often revanchist and sectarian tendencies in education. 


The most recerit such protest relates to the National Curricu- 
lum Framework for School Education (NCFSE) of the National 
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Council of Educational Research and Training (NCERT). This 
Framework had already been severely criticised by various groups, 
including educational experts and groups of concerned parents, for 
a number of reasons. A petition filed in the Supreme Court by Aruna 
Roy, Meena Krishna Tyabji and B. G. Verghese had argued for a 
stay on the new curriculum and the introduction of new textbooks 
associated with it, on the grounds that it had been done without 
consulting the Central Advisory Board on Education (CABE) which 
has been non-functional since 1996, and that it attempted to intro- 
duce religious instruction into what should be a secular exercise in 
learning. 

The Supreme Court has now vacated the stay on the new 
social sciences and Hindi syllabi and upheld the NCFSE. This has 
been interpreted by some people — notably Union Minister for 
Human Resource Development Murli Manohar Joshi — as a de- 
feat for the rationalist secular position and a vindication of the cur- 
rent government’s attempts to alter school curricula in the light of 
its own extremely problematic and often obscurantist notions. 


But such a conclusion may not be valid. It is important to note 
that the Supreme Court has not presumed to comment on the sub- 
stance of the changes in the curricula, which it does not see as 
coming under its purview. The judgment states that “it is not the 
province of the court to decide on the good or bad points” and that 
“it is ultimately for Parliament to take a decision on the national 
education policy one way or other”. 

In fact, the Supreme Court’s judgment has basically made two 
points. First, that non-consultation with CABE cannot be a ground 
for setting aside the NCFSE because it is not a statutory body. 
Second, that the introduction of the study of religions does not con- 
stitute a violation of Article 28 of the Constitution, which prohibits 
the imparting of religious instruction in educational institutions wholly 
maintained out of state funds 

Even on the second count, which is the more controversial of 
the two decisions, there is a further (but not dissenting) note from 
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Justice D.M. Dharmadhikari, one of the three-member bench. He 
has cautioned that “in teaching religions, there is a possibility for 
indoctrination or brain-washing of the children and thus curbing 
their inquisitiveness and free-thinking in the name of religion”, and 
consequently warned against any “personal prejudice, religious dog- 
mas and superstitions creeping into the curriculum.” 


Clearly, therefore, the judgment relates only to the relatively 
narrow focus of the petition, so it cannot be taken to imply an en- 
dorsement of the new curriculum and the associated revisions in 
the textbooks. This means that the battle on this front must immedi- 
ately be taken to Parliament at this point. This is crucial because 
there are many aspects of the NCFSE and the new curriculum that 
are extremely problematic and deserve much wider debate and 
discussion before being accepted. 


The NCFSE states that “education about religions and the in- 
herent values of all religions is to be imparted at all Stages of school 
education”. Given the present government’s track record in this 
regard, it is not at all surprising that critics have condemned this as 
introducing unnecessary discussion of religion in what should be a 
secular activity, when values can be taught and transmitted without 
such religious bases in any case. 


It is interesting to note that, in keeping with this government’s 
general tendency to promote irrationality and obscurantism, the 
NCFSE makes religion compulsory, but science optional! It is even 
more ironic to recognise that this proposal emanates from a gov- 
ernment that, more than any other, has contributed to ““‘de- 
spiritualising” religion, and cynically using it instead as a tool for 
divisive political mobilisation and social oppression. 


But another aspect of the NCFSE may be even worse. This is 
the implicit division between two streams of learning at the higher 
secondary level — specialised academic courses or job oriented 
vocational courses. This negates the basic aim of providing equality 
of opportunity through a uniform pattern of education, which was 
the declared goal of the Nationa! Policy on Education and should 
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indeed remain the goal in any minimally democratic society. 


The NCFSE openly proposes a dual stream of education for 
the haves and the have-nots in Indian society. For the latter group, 
subjects such as English language, mathematics and science learn- 
ing are to be truncated and substituted with various vocational 
courses, for they are obviously destined to drop out of school after 
Class X and join the workforce. 


The biases of the NCERT become clear when the document 
emphasises that such vocational programmes “‘must meet the needs 
of disadvantaged groups like women, Scheduled Castes and Sched- 
uled Tribes and physically challenged persons”. Such people — 
who incidentally constitute together a significant majority of the 
population of India — must remain content to be second class 
citizens, denied the educational means to any kind of social mobility 
and self-fulfilment. 


The anti-democratic, and even anti-constitutiona!, nature of 
this division is so appalling that it is surprising that it has not re- 
ceived greater publicity. No doubt the discussion on the issue has 
been affected by the long shadow cast by wider attempts to 
saffronise education and social science research in the country. 
But this remains one of the most disturbing aspects of the proposed 
framework, and one that must be opposed by the people’s repre- 
sentatives in Parliament. 


(Frontline, October 11, 2002) 
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PRAFUL BIDWAI ARTICLE 


A Judicial Letdown 


THE Bharatiya Janata Party has pursued no other agenda 
since it came to power at the Centre as obsessively as the 
communalisation of education. Indeed, the Rashtriya Swayamsevak 
Sangh (RSS) acknowledges that Human Resource Development 
Minister Murli Manohar Joshi is the one functionary of the National 
Democratic Alliance (NDA) who has pushed for “saffronisation” 
with single-minded determination and zeal, undeterred by consider- 
ations of decency or consensus. 


The fullest reflection of Joshi’s endeavours is to be found in 
the National Curriculum Framework for School Education 2000 
(NCFSE) drawn up by the National Council of Educational Re- 
search and Training (NCERT) and the syllabi based on that. These 
documents have offended and outraged India’s intellectual com- 
munity as few other texts have. The NCFSE, and the devious and 
opaque processes through which it was formulated and approved, 
have been challenged by India’s mainstream social scientists. A 
majority of political parties, and one-half of India’s State govern- 
ments, also joined that challenge. 


At the level of ideas the secular intelligentsia has clearly won 
the debate, although at the level of power that has made no more 
difference to the BJP than the States’ opposition.But now, at the 
legal level, the debate has been — partially and temporarily — lost 
thanks to the Supreme Court’s September 12 judgment in the NCERT 
case. 


This verdict will go down as a starkly: negative landmark in 
independent India’s judicial history. It is internally inconsistent, logi- 
cally inadequate in its treatment of issues, and incompatible with 
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the principles of secularism, equality, and the fundamental right to 
education that are embedded in India’s Constitution. It also has 
negative implications for the rights of children to unbiased informa- 
tion, and to education based on genuine respect for pluralism and 
difference in a multi-cultural, multi-religious society such as India’s. 


The effect of the judgment is to permit the NCERT to produce 
and release communally coloured, prejudiced, shabbily written or 
otherwise philistine textbooks based upon the NCFSE. These can 
now be imposed upon the vast majority of India’s school students 
through the Central Board of Secondary Education, which sets the 
benchmark. Once the NCERT releases the textbooks, which were 
stayed six months ago, it is only a matter of time before the bulk of 
the States adopt them. 


What is wrong with the NCFSE as it was evolved and 
“finalised”? The short answer is, the process, the content, and the 
likely impact on a host of matters, including the Rights of the Child, 
Centre-State relations, and the fundamental right to education. 


The NCERT wilfully short-circuited the established step-by- 
step process through which the NCFSE is meant to be evolved, 
beginning with the National Policy on Education (NPE), last adopted 
in 1986. The NPE lays the foundation for the NCFSE, which must 
reflect its philosophy and pedagogical principles. Syllabi for differ- 
ent classes and courses are derived from the finalised NCFSE. 
And textbooks are derived from the syllabi. 


Pivotal to the process is the Central Advisory Board on Edu- 
cation (CABE), a 104-member body consisting largely of State rep- 
resentatives and independent experts —which forms a structured 
and competent forum for serious deliberation on the implementa- 
tion of the NPE. NPE’86 is explicit on this issue: “CABE will play 
a pivotal role in reviewing educational development, determining 
the changes required to improve the system and monitoring imple- 
mentation.” The Programme of Action 1992, based on NPE’86, 
states that CABE is “the historic forum for forging a national con- 
sensus on educational issues”. Of the utmost importance here is a 
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consensus on the NCFSE. 


The NCERT is charged with the task of drafting the NCFSE, 
but CABE is vested with the authority to approve it. CABE is not a 
statutory body (nor is the NCERT). But it precedes the NCERT in 
chronology and in hierarchy. 


The NCERT on its part has always held extensive, open and 
democratic discussions with teachers, scholars and educationists 
both at the state and Central levels before drafting and revising the 
NCFSE; CABE has always discussed and approved the NCFSE,. 

That is, until Joshi stuffed (NC gprs 
NCERT, like other institutions un- The Supreme Court 
der the Ministry of Human Re- judgment in the 
source Development (MHRD), NCERT case 
with Hindutva supporters, in ordeér condones Hindutva’s 
to stage a saffron coup. This meant  joathsome campaign 
deliberately bypassing CABE. The to saffronise text- 
Board never met to discuss the books; it is inconsis- 
NCFSE drafted in 2000. Indeed, the 5 

tent with the constitu- 
government did not bother to con- tional imperative of 
vene CABE. The NCFSE was de- : 
secularism and the 


clared “approved” without CABE’s 
PP fundamental values of 


mandate. ie 
citizenship. 


This is not a minor procedural 


lapse. At its core lies the sabotage of an entire process of discus- 
sion, consultation and deliberation, usually spread over years. By- 
passing CABE meant keeping out the States, whose presence is 
surely mandatory while finalising an issue that is on the Constitution’s 
Concurrent List. Without the States’ involvement, properly — and 
logically — achieved through CABE, there could be no national 
consensus on the NCFSE. Such consensus is a precondition for 
the NCFSE’s recommendation to the CBSE. 


The NCERT, once it was taken over by J.S. Rajput and his 
Hindutva band, had no use for authentic consultation, discussion 
and debate on the draft NCFSE, which was mostly formulated on 
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the basis of odiously communal, and largely “internal”, “discussion 
papers” (see Frontline, December 24, 1999) 


The NCERT has repeatedly claimed that it had “consulted” 
numerous intellectuals, State governments, and so on. But putting 
the NCFSE draft on the website and mailing it to various people for 
“comments” (rarely received) does not amount to a serious and 
structured discussion of the kind implied in building a “national con- 
sensus”. The NCERT has been devious and furtive on this, and 
avoided opening up drafts of the NCFSE or the syllabi derived from 
it to wide scrutiny. This makes a mockery of “consultation”. 


The NCFSE’s content is even more questionable. It subtly 
insinuvates religion and religious and spiritual notions into the very 
core of school education. Thus it says: “What is required today is... 
education about religions, their basics, the values inherent therein.” 
It roots its own philosophy in these. It holds that religion is “a major 
source” of “universal” or “essential” values to be inculcated through 
education. 


Besides representing one (debatable) interpretation of religions 
and their contents, this is a major departure from NPE’86, the 
NCFSE’s sole legitimate foundation, which speaks of “universal” 
values, without mentioning religion. 


There are other kindred formulations in the NCFSE and its 
background papers, which also depart from the secular basis of the 
NPE'’s thrust on “value education”. The NPE refers to “constitu- 
tional” and “secular” principles, “national goals”, “universal per- 
ceptions”, “scientific temper”, and says, “in our culturally plural 
society, education should foster universal and eternal values, ori- 
ented towards the unity and integrity of our people”. By contrast, 
the NCFSE derives “value” from a “major source”, namely reli- 
gion. * 

This violates the constitutional imperative for secularism, which 
is an inviolable part or constitutes the “basic structure” of the stat- 
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ute. Secularism means the separation of religion from the state. 
The Supreme Court has itself held in any number of cases, includ- 
ing S.R. Bommai (1994), that “religion cannot be mixed with any 
secular activity of the state. In fact, the encroachment of religion 
into secular activities is strictly prohibited... the state... [cannot]... 
[allow citizens]... to introduce religion into non-religious and secu- 
lar activities of the state”. 


The NCFSE draws an extremely thin line of demarcation be- 
tween “religious instruction” or “religious education” and “educa- 
tion about religions, their basics, the values inherent therein”, in- 
cluding “a comparative study of the philosophy of religions”. It 
holds: “Students have to be given the awareness that the essence 
of every religion is common, only the practices differ.” 


It is relatively easy to draw a distinction between “religious 
education” and a study of the history or sociology of religion. But it 
is hard to say when “education about religions” along with “a com- 
parative study of the philosophy of all religions (a// religions!)” shades 
over into “religious teaching” or religious education and instruction. 


Now under the Constitution the state cannot support religious 
instruction. Article 28 prohibits “religious instruction” in educa- 
tional institutions fully managed out of state funds. The NCFSE 
comes close to qualifying for such prohibition. Its prescription that 
all such subjects should be taught “right from the primary years” 
certainly does that. 


Even more egregious is the undercurrent of communal and 
Hindu-supremacist premises running through the NCF and the syl- 
labi based on it (Frontline, December 21, 2001). The NCERT- 
‘censored textbooks — a scandal of no mean proportions — only 
explicate and elaborate what is in the NCFSE"’s core. Their recur- 
rent theme is the depiction of Hinduism as the “essence” of Indian 
culture and of other religions as “alien” or “invading” faiths, and the 
glorification of ancient India as the world’s “master” civilisation, 
denying the validity and value of other civilisations. 


NCERT-doctored textbooks depict Rama and Krishna not as 
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mythological, but historical, figures. Portions of them exclude Islam 
and Sikhism from the list of “major religions”. They censor out the 
social construct of caste. Instead of sexual equality, they talk of 
“gender”. 


Such jaundiced and erroneous views are not limited to history, 
but extend to social science and languages, as documented by the 
Delhi Historians’ Group. 


The effects of such a warped notion of “education” are bound 
to be disastrous. For one, it will promote narrow-mindedness, hu- 
bris about India’s “uniquely” great civilisation, and rank ignorance 
(for example, about caste and varna) among children. For another, 
it will privilege one religion (Hinduism) and culture (of the upper 
castes) within the notion of Indianness; instead of broadening the 
child’s mind, this will imprison it into xenophobia and provincialism. 
And for a third, such “education” will open the floodgates to vicious 
forms of national chauvinism and Hindutva virulence towards the 
religious minorities and India’s neighbours. Such is the stuff of 
which fascism is made. 


The Supreme Court turns a blind eye to all these consider- 
ations, and also to the NCFSE’s context — the saffronisation of the 
MHRD and the packing of numerous cultural-educational institu- 
tions with Hindutva fanatics as part of a well-worked-out agenda 
of “cultural nationalism”. Its judgment upholds the exclusion of 
CABE on the mere technical ground that it is not a statutory body. 
(But nor is the NCERT.) There is no reference to the exclusion of 
the States or to the absence of genuine consultation in the NCFSE 
process. 


‘On the NCFSE’s context, and its loaded premises, the judg- 
ment is either elusive or approving. For instance, it takes no cogni- 
sance of the causal link among the Framework, syllabi and text- 
books, and is wholly agnostic about the obnoxiously elitist idea of 
demarcating children on the basis of their “spiritual quotient” (a 
bizarre concept that is defined nowhere), and “intelligence quo- 
tient” (a concept thoroughly discredited in theWest)! Worse, the 
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verdict legitimises the NCFSE’s anti-secular premises by itself sanc- 
tifying religion and the importance of rooting “values” in religious 
teachings, defined arbitrarily. The majority judgment, written by 
Justice M.B. Shah, abounds in formulations such as: 


* “Further, for controlling wild animal in human beings and for 
having civilised cultural society, it appears that religions have come 
into existence. Religion is the foundation for value based survival of 
human beings in a civilised society. The force and sanction behind 
civilised society depends upon moral values.” 


* “Past five decades have witnessed constant erosion of the 
essential social, moral and spiritual values and increase in cynicism 
at all levels. We are heading for a materialistic society disregarding 
the entire value based social system. Bereft of moral values secu- 
lar society or democracy may not survive.” 


* “A]l the values are derived from ultimate reality — supreme 
power or self-consciousness — to which man orients himself.” 


* “Further, no one can dispute that truth (satya), righteous 
conduct (dharma), peace (shanti), love (prem) and non-violence 
(ahimsa) are the core universal values accepted by all religions.” 


* “Value-based education is likely to help the nation to fight 
against all kinds of prevailing fanaticism, ill-will, violence, dishon- 
esty, corruption, exploitation and drug abuses.” 


* “How to co-exist, not only with human beings but all living 
beings on the earth, may be animals, vegetation and environment 
including air and water, is thought over and discussed by Saints and 
leaders all over the world which is reflected in religions”. 


* “May be that basics of all religions may help in achieving 
the objects behind fundamental duties.” 


* “It is crystal clear that the word “religion” has different shades 
and colours. Important shade is dharma (duty). Therefore, in our 
view, the word ‘religion’ should not be misunderstood nor conten- 
tion could be raised that as it is used in the national policy of educa- 
tion; secularism would be at peril.” 


The court’s obiter dicta on “spirituality” and the “essential” 
unity of all religions are equally disputable. Many pious people, as 
well as agnostics and atheists, will be thoroughly dismayed by these 
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woolly formulations. It is possible to respect religious sensibilities 
without founding social morality on faith. The “essential unity” of 
all religions imposes a false homogeneity upon different faiths. It 
offends the fundamental right of a citizen to practise any faith of 
her or his choice — irrespective of whether it conforms to one 
interpretation. 


The judgment is equally flawed because it quotes from docu- 
ments selectively. For instance, in supporting “value education”,-it 
relies on the report of a parliamentary (S.B. Chavan) committee. 
But it omits to mention the same committee’s key recommendation 
of 2001 — directing the NCERT/MHRD to take the NCFSE to 
CABE. 


The Supreme Court verdict belongs to the same category of 
retrograde verdicts as the 1996 “Hindutva-as-a-way-of-life” judg- 
ment, or those in the Narmada and Balco cases. It is a major 
setback to secularism — barely six months after the Gujarat po- 
grom. It must be challenged in a review petition. More than one- 
half of Indian States are ruled by non-BJP parties. They must get 
together with citizens’ groups and demand a review. The Supreme 
Court will enhance its own dignity by reviewing its verdict — as it 
did by restoring Union Carbide’s criminal liability in the Bhopal case. 
At stake is the future of generations of Indian citizens. 


(Frontline, October 11, 2002) 
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ARJUNDEV ARTICLE 


Supreme Court Judgement 
and After 


The judgement delivered by a three-judge bench of the Su- 
preme Court on September 12 on the writ petition challenging the 
legality of the National Curriculum Framework for School Educa- 
tion (NCFSE) has been claimed as a great victory by the union 
minister of human resource development (HRD), the NCERT di- 
rector and spokespersons of the Sangh Parivar’s organisations. The 
latter included a general secretary of the BJP and the general sec- 
retary of Vidya Bharati Akhil Bharatiya Shiksha Sansthan. They 
claimed that it was a vindication of the policies pursued by them 
during the past three years in the area of school education. 


Nay, even the prime minister, who was far away in New York 
when the judgement was delivered and was addressing a meeting 
organised by the Overseas Friends of the BJP, the Hindu 
Swayanmsevak Sangh and others, was enthused to say that it was a 
“good thing” that the country’s highest court had ended the contro- 
versy regarding the “saffronisation of education” and had held that 
“no saffronisation was going on.” He is also reported to have said 
“amid cheers from the audience” that “agar bhagvakaran ho bhi 
raha hai to kya apatti hai.” Many in the Sangh Parivar seem to 
have taken the view that the Supreme Court has given them sanc- 
tion for going ahead with their programme of saffronisation. 


However, while an adverse judgement would have certainly 
made it difficult for the Sangh Parivar to implement their communal 
agenda, the judgement that was delivered by no means sanc- 
tions what the Parivar thinks it does. Much of the effusive 
self-congratulation is unwarranted and is, in fact, based on a 
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distorted understanding of the judgement. 


DEATH SENTENCE ON CABE REJECTED 

In its judgement, the Supreme Court has focussed on two is- 
sues: 

(1) the role and importance of the Central Advisory Board of 
Education (CABE) in approving the curriculum and whether the 
NCFSE can be held illegal in absence of the CABE’s approval, and 


(2) whether the inclusion of “education about religions” vio- 
lates article 28(1) of the constitution. 


On the first issue, the three judges of the Supreme Court in 
their separate judgements agreed only on one point — that non- 
consultation with the CABE cannot be the ground for setting aside 
the NCFSE. Two of them, Justice Dharmadhikari and Justice Sema, 
however, emphasised the importance of CABE and directed the 
Union of India to consult the CABE. In his judgement, Justice 
Dharmadhikari stated the following: 


“In evolving a national policy on education and based thereon 
a curriculum, in accordance with long standing practice, it was de- 
sirable to consult CABE although for non-consultation the national 
policy and the curriculum cannot be set aside by the court.... It is 
not the province of the court to decide on the good or bad points of 
an education policy. The court’s limited jurisdiction to intervene in 
implementation of a policy is only if it is found to be against any 
statute or the constitution. We have not found anything in the edu- 
cation policy or the curriculum, which is against the constitution. 
We have found no ground to-~grant any relief as prayed for by the 
petitioners. We would, however, direct the Union of India to con- 
sider the matter of filling the vacancies in the membership of CABE 
and convening a meeting of CABE for seeking opinion on the policy 
and the curriculum.” 

Justice Sema, in his judgement, dealt with the issue of CABE 
in detail. In his judgement, he stated the following: 
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“While it is true that the CABE is a non-statutory body, one 
cannot overlook the fact that it has been in existence since 1935. It 
has also been accepted as an effective instrument of meaningful 
partnership between the states and the centre, particularly in evolv- 
ing a consensus on the major policy issues in the field of human 
resource development. I am, therefore, of the view that the impor- 
tance of the role played by CABE cannot be sidetracked on the 
plea that the body is non-statutory, particularly when it has been 
playing an important role in the past for evolving a consensus on the 
major policy decisions involving national policy on education.... 


“In my view, sidestepping of such an important advisory board 
as CABE on the plea of non-reconstitution of nominated members 
is not proper. There is yet another reason as to why consultation of 
the board is highly essential in issues like relating to the state and 
central coordination in evolving a national consensus pertaining to 
national policy on education which require implementation in all the 
states, as the education has now been brought to the concurrent list 
by the 42nd amendment to the constitution. This would dispel the 
lurking suspicion in the minds of the people and also to project the 
transparency and purity in the decision making process of the gov- 
ernment. 


“It is true, whether to continue or to discontinue such a board 
is within the realm of the executive authority, but as long as it exists, 
consultation with such a body, which has been in existence since 
1935, cannot be side-tracked. The Union of India is, therefore, di- 
rected to consider the filling up of the vacancies of the nominated 
members of CABE and convene a meeting of CABE for seeking 
its opinion on Nationa! Curriculum Framework for School Educa- 
tion (NCFSE) as expeditiously as possible and, in any case, before 
the next academic session. This would not, however, mean that 
NCFSE 2000 published by NCERT is illegal for non-consultation of 
CABE.” 


Thus the Supreme Court has clearly rejected the death sen- 
tence pronounced by the union HRD minister and the National 
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Council of Educational Research and Training (NCERT) on the 
CABE and has directed the Union of India to convene it. 


NCFSE LACKS NATIONAL STATUS 


It needs to be emphasised that the central role played by 
CABE in evolving a national consensus is not only because of 
its expert members who are nominated by the government of 
India, but primarily because of the presence on it of all states 
through their education ministers. The latter’s presence and ap- 
proval imparts to the CABE decisions an authority for nationwide 
acceptance and implementation. It is only because the policies be- 
ing pursued by the union HRD minister in the area of education, 
particularly in changing the curriculum, are not acceptable to a 
majority of states in the country that he has refused to convene the 
CABE and has pronounced it dead. After October 1998 he has not 
convened any meeting of the education ministers of states, which 
has been the other forum for consultation with states and evolving 
a national consensus. (On two occasions, in December 2000 and 
May 2002, he announced that he would convene a meeting of the 
ministers “next month” but did not.) What the government of India 
would do in respect of the Supreme Court’s directive and whether 
the implementation of the NCFSE would be held in abeyance till 
CABE’s opinion on it is obtained are not known. Perhaps the eu- 
phoria over what the minister and NCERT consider their victory 
has made them oblivious of the Supreme Court's directive in this 
regard. For, even though more than three wecks have elapsed since 
the judgement was delivered, there has been no indication by the 
HRD minister that he is going to fill up the vacancies and convene 
the CABE. 

The HRD minister and NCERT authorities, it appears, are not 
aware that in the absence of consiwdtation with and approval of 
the CABE or, alternatively, a conference or meeting of educa- 
tion ministers of states and union territories, the adjective ‘Na- 
tional’ in the NCFSE has little meaning. The Supreme Court 
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judgement, in effect, only means that the Union of India is free to 
implement the NCFSE in schools, which are under its jurisdiction, 
through the only board — Central Board of Secondary Education 
(CBSE) — over which it can exercise its control. The Union of 
India or the NCERT have no authority, moral or legal, to en- 
force its implementation in the states. The number of secondary 
and higher secondary schools over which the Union of India can 
exercise its full contro! is less than five per cent of the total number 
of secondary and higher secondary schools in the country. (The 
percentage would be less than one if schools imparting elementary 
education are included.) They should also realise that even for the 
schools under the union government’s control, given the lack of any 
national consensus behind it and of the follow-up measures (the 
new syllabi and textbooks), the NCFSE would not last beyond the 
life of the present government. 


ON EDUCATION ABOUT RELIGIONS 


The other main issue on which the Supreme Court has given 
its judgement is in respect of education about religions which has 
been included as a major component of value education in the 
NCFSE. (Justice Shah and Justice Dharmadhikari have, in their 
separate judgements, gone into the issue in detail while Justice Sema 
has concurred with the views of Justice Shah.) All the three judges 
gave the verdict that giving education about religions does not vio- 
late article 28(1) of the constitution. According to them, what is 
prohibited is imparting of religious instruction, not education about 
religions. Two of the judges, in fact, emphasised at length the im- 
portance of education about religions though the reasons given by 
them for this view are different. 


The judgement may be considered flawed in many respects. 


The judges seem to have presumed that it is the first time that 
the role of education in promoting values has been emphasised in a 
curriculum document. They have accepted the view expressed in 
NCFESE that religion is a major source of values. They have given a 
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predominant place to religion in value education, which is contrary 
to the basic principles of value education laid down in the national 
policy on education as well as the basic thrusts of the Chavan com- 
mittee report. The two judgements in which this issue has been 
dealt with differ in crucial respects, including on the specific mean- 
ing they give to “education about religions.” It can be argued that 
neither is in consonance with the principle of providing education 
about different religions. 


The judges seem to have totally ignored the specific examples 
of bias that were brought to the notice of the court. This bias was 
evident in the syllabi brought out by NCERT, the importance given 
to the obscure (and obscurantist) concept of Spiritual Quotient, the 
general orientation of the NCFSE in terms of “indigenisation” 
(meaning only ancient, Vedic), tampering with and diluting the con- 
cepts of gender equality and scientific temper, and in the deletions 
ordered by the NCERT from its existing history textbooks. It was 
pointed out, for example, that the exclusion of Islam from the Class 
VI social science syllabus brought out by NCERT showed a bias 
against Islam, and the deletions from textbooks tampered with his- 
torical knowledge with a view to imposing a blatantly communal 
view of Indian history 


In their discussion on religious education, the two judgements 
have referred to their concept of secularism. Some of the views 
expressed by the judges on the question of religious education, and 
relating it to the concept of secularism, have already attracted com- 
ment and a review and revision of the judgement has been sug- 
gested. It is not unlikely that some of these issues may come up 
before a larger bench of the Supreme Court for reconsideration. 


While the discussion on some of these issues will continue, it is 
important to note the words of caution in Justice Dharmadhikari’s 
judgement. While agreeing with Justice Shah’s view that education 
of religions can be imparted even in “educational institutions main- 
tained out of state funds,” he has given his own opinion on the 
question. According to him, “education on religion which can be 
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imparted in “educational institutions fully maintained out of state 
funds” as mentioned in clause (1) of article 28 of the constitution 
has to be education of a nature different from religious education or 
religious instructions which can be imparted in educational institu- 
tions maintained by minorities or those “established under any en- 
dowment or trust” as referred in clause (2) of article 28.” 


He has also stated, “There is a very thin dividing line between 
imparting of “religious instructions” and “study of religions.” Spe- 
cial care has to be taken to avoid the possibility of imparting “reli- 
gious instructions” in the name of “religious education” or “study of 


୨ ୨୨ 


religions”. 


He further stated, “This distinction between “religious instruc- 
tions” and “religious education” has to be maintained while intro- 
ducing a curriculum of religious education and implementing it. This 
would require a constant vigil on the part of those imparting reli- 
gious education from primary stage to the higher level, otherwise 
there is a potent danger of religious education being perverted by 
educational authorities, whosoever may be in power, by imparting 
in the name of “religious education,” “religious instructions” in which 
they have faith and belief.” 


As education about religions is to be introduced from the pri- 
mary stage, the court seems to have though that the responsibility 
for preventing the “danger of religious education being perverted 
by educational authorities,” lies solely on the six million odd teach- 
ers who would be “imparting religious education.” The teachers 
are expected to be aware of the “thin line” and vigilant about not 
crossing it, even if the educational authorities try to make them to 
do so. The teachers themselves, it is presumed, would not be im- 
parting “religious instructions” in which they have faith and belief, 
even if the educational authorities would like them to impart “reli- 
gious education” in the sense defined in the judgement. In spite of 
these problems, the words of caution as given in the judgement are 
important to take note of. 
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A MAJOR FLAW IN JUDGEMENT 


From a reading of what Justice Shah and Justice 
Dharmadhikari have stated, it appears that a major flaw in the judge- 
ment is basically due to a completely erroneous assumption they 
have made. The assumption is that imparting knowledge about re- 
ligions has been under a ban all these years. (Let us leave aside 
another assumption — that this ban has resulted in the erosion of 
moral values.) Justice Dharmadhikari has gone to the extent of 
stating that “The result of this has been that we do not allow our 
students even touch of our religious books.” 


This assumption has absolutely no basis in reality. There is no 
school curriculum in any part of the country, which does not include 
the study of various religions and does not have lessons on religious 
saints and personalities as well as religious festivals. A large num- 
ber of textbooks in the country carry, in fact, prayers of a particular 
religion. All social studies and history courses, syllabi and textbooks, 
include descriptions of various religions, biographies of their founders, 
their basic tenets and observances, and of various religious reform 
movements that arose in different periods of history. (We mention 
here only what is part of the formal curriculum. We have excluded 
here any reference to the gross religiosity one finds in the family, 
the neighbourhood and the society at large, as is evident in the 
Jjagarans, religious gatherings and processions, religious discourses 
in both print and electronic media, the conversion and reconversion 
campaigns, the emphasis on rituals, and the proliferation of saints 
and gurus including non-denominational spiritual guides, with enor- 
mous following, and the virtual disappearance of any campaign 
against superstition and meaningless rituals. Nor do we refer to the 
kind of campaigns because of which we use the term “awakening” 
to describe the 19th century India. We also exclude the use of 
religion and religious symbols for politica! mobilisation, the conduct 
of hate campaigns and the resort to killings often with the support 
and connivance of, if not sponsored by, the authorities. In the entire 
programme of education about religions, and also in the Supreme 
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Court judgement about it, there is nothing, not a word, regarding 
awareness of the misuse of religion in the past and, even more so, 
now.) 


The problem is not of any ban on or exclusion of the study of 
religions but their biased and inauthentic presentation in many cases. 
White one religion (Islam) is often presented to be basically intoler- 
ant, others such as Buddhism and Jainism have been held respon- 
sible, because of their emphasis on non-violence (ahimsa) for weak- 
ening the country and for the defeats suffered by Indian rulers in 
the past. These distortions have been brought to light in the various 
reports of textbook evaluation prepared by the NCERT from time 
to time. 


ATTEMPTS AT COMMUNALISATION 


It is a fact that the government headed by a political formation 
which has always exploited and misused religion for political pur- 
poses and to foment communal strife, has been giving, in its educa- 
tional programme, primacy to religious education for promoting moral 
and ethical values. The textbooks brought out by state govern- 
ments, whenever they were under BJP~control, have been found to 
be replete with communal biases. The NCERT has, in the past, 
brought out reports on the textbooks prepared in the BJP-ruled 
states. Before the present government, the only time the govern- 
ment of India sought to sponsor communalisation of education was 
during the Janata Party rule, in which Jan Sangh (the earlier ver- 
sion of BJP) had a strong presence. The educational materials 
brought out by the Sangh Parivar’s organisations have always spread 
hatred against other religions as an integral part of their “educa- 
tional” agenda. One of the reports prepared by the National Steer- 
ing Committee set up by the government of India dealt with the 
publications of Vidya Bharati, the Sangh Parivar’s main body work- 
ing at the school level. In its recommendations, the committee stated 
the following: 


“The committee agrees with the report that much of the mate- 
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rial in the Sanskriti Jnan series (a series of Vidya Bharati publica- 
tions extensively used in Vidya Bharati schools) is designed to 
promote bigotry and religious fanaticism in the name of inculcating 
knowledge of culture in the young generation.” 


It may be recalled that so far the present HRD minister has 
convened only one conference of state education ministers, in Oc- 
tober 1998, and that ended in a fiasco. The reason was his (aborted) 
attempt to introduce a document prepared by this body for what 
it called “the spiritualisation, Indianisation and nationalisation” of 
curriculum. 


The main thrust, the “ideological” orientation, of the NCFSE is 
the same as that of the document prepared by Vidya Bharati in 
1998. In its review of NCERT’s history textbooks published by this 
organisation, specific objection was taken to the concept of a com- 
posite culture. It is not without significance that a jubilee celebra- 
tion of this organisation, held when the case was pending in Su- 
preme Court, was attended by the union HRD minister, besides 
other leaders of the Sangh Parivar. In their critique of the NCFSE, 
in the annexures to their petition and during the hearing, the peti- 
tioners had brought all these matters to the knowledge of the court. 
It is clear from the judgement that the court took little note of these 
materials. 


WHY THE MOVE TO REPLACE BOOKS 


It may be noted that NCERT’s history textbooks, which are 
being replaced, provided for the study of every major religion in its 
historical context and the changes or reforms that have taken place 
in them during various periods of history. They also included the 
study of religious beliefs and practices of the ancient civilisations of 
Egypt, Mesopotamia, Greece, Rome, Mayas, Incas and Aztecs as 
well as of the prehistoric man. These books provided for an aca- 
demic study of religions, as distinct from inculcating religiosity among 
children or indoctrinating them in values derived from religion. They 
discussed the contributions made by various religions to art and 
culture in different periods and the place of these religions in the 
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social and political life of the country. They also dwelt on the mis- 
use of religion in history for political purposes and for various other 
forms of exploitation, and for fostering and spreading communal- 
ism during India’s freedom struggle and in the period since inde- 
pendence. With their stress on academic authenticity in the study 
of religions and the latter’s contribution to the development of In- 
dian civilisation and India’s composite culture, these books sought 
to promote among students a spirit of understanding and harmony. 


On the other hand, it is clear from a reading of the NCFSE — 
with its emphasis on indigenisation, obscure and obscurantist con- 
cepts like Spiritual Quotient, an unhistorical and chauvinist view of 
India’s ancient culture (not excluding even a false and fake transla- 
tion of an Upanishad) — that the purpose of including religion as a 
major component of the new curriculum is to promote not harmony 
in Society but a sectarian and obscurantist outlook in pursuance of 
the Parivar’s communal agenda. 


It is, however, necessary to note that while the Supreme Court 
did not accept the petitioners’ contention regarding religious educa- 
tion as being violative of article 28(1) and of the secular feature of 
the constitution, the references in the judgement to the “very thin 
dividing line between religious instruction and study of religions” 
and the “potent danger of religious education being perverted” are 
not without significance. It would be incumbent on secular individu- 
als and groups to exercise a constant vigil in this regard to prevent 
the authorities from crossing the thin line and perverting religious 
education, and to ensure that the basic purposes of education — 
promotion of a rational outlook, critical thinking and independence 
of judgement and cultivation of a scientific temper — are not di- 
luted in the name of religious education. 


Justice Dharmadhikari has also referred to the “scrutiny of 
textbooks” to be undertaken by experts, academicians and educa- 
tionists “to find out whether they conform to the secular thought of 
the country.” According to him, a “suitable curriculum, which ac- 
cords with secularism as understood in wide and benevolent sense,” 
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has to be evolved on the basis of a general consensus. 


ISSUES ABOUT HISTORY IGNORED 


The Supreme Court has almost entirely ignored the ques- 
tions relating to history — the decision to drastically curtail the 
quantum of history, the narrow sectarian and chauvinistic orienta- 
tion which the NCFSE and NCERT's new syllabi have given to 
history and which would virtually destroy the study of this subject 
as an academic discipline, the deletions which the NCERT ordered 
from its textbooks which were written by some of the country’s 
most outstanding scholars on grounds which were completely 
unhistorical and blatantly communal (without even consulting the 
authors), the secrecy surrounding the preparation of new history 
textbooks with even the names of the new author-historians being 
kept a secret, etc. Only Justice Shah referred, in one sentence, to 
the petitioners’ view regarding distortion of history and, quoting a 
sentence from the petition, rejected it. He stated that “The afore- 
said submission does not deserve any consideration”. 


But this ignoring of the issues relating to history, virtually in 
their entirety, is surprising because these issues are crucial to the 
basic issue of communalisation and were raised for their impor- 
tance even in the context of religious education. It was not realised 
that “perversion of religious education,” mentioned by Justice 
Dharmadhikari as a hypothetical possibility, has been taking 
place in the schools, mainly as a part of the perversion of his- 
tory education. The present attempt by the Union of India, 
through the instrumentality of NCERT, is meant to give this per- 
version a formal official sanction. 


A point was, for example, raised about the bias against Islam 
as evident in the NCERT’s new history syllabus. It was pointed out 
that while the Class V1 social science syllabus refers to Hinduism, 
Buddhism, Jainism, Judaism, Christianity. Zoroastrianism and Con- 
fucianism along with their tenets and values, Islam has been ex- 
cluded. According to the NCERT, this was done because Islam 
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arose after the period covered in the Class VI syllabus which was 
up to the 7th century, coinciding with the period of the Pallavas, and 
because Islam “flourished much later, viz after 12th century in In- 
dia.” It was pointed out that the syllabus mentions Khajuraho, Konark 
and Chidambaram temples which were built in the 1 {th-1 2th centu- 
ries, long after the 7th century, that the Pallavas remained the most 
powerful dynasty till the middle of the 8th century in the deep south 
and, though weakened after their defeat at the hands of the 
Chalukyas, survived for another century, and that Islam flourished 
in many parts of India, viz Sind, Multan, parts of Punjab, Gujarat 
and Kerala centuries before the 12th century. 


While all this may be attributed to the NCERT authorities’ 
ignorance of elementary chronology, the exemplary historical in- 
ventiveness and ingenuity displayed by them in establishing that 
Confucianism flourished in India before the 7th century is truly amaz- 
ing. According to them, the Chinese living in Burma were followers 
of Confucianism and Burma was then a part of India. All this, and 
more, is stated by them on affidavit filed by them in the Supreme 
Court. 


The Supreme Court, as stated above, has said little on issues 
relating to history. However, the spokesmen of the Sangh Parivar 
have welcomed the judgement, claiming that it has vindicated their 
stand on history and sanctioned their version of history. 


In this context, the statement issued by the general secretary 
of Vidya Bharati Akhil Bharatiya Shiksha Sansthan, the organisation 
which is known particularly for its role in promoting religious fanati- 
cism and is the apex body of the Sangh Parivar in the area of 
school education, is especially notable. According to him, “What 
more pleasing can it be that the bench of the hon’ble judges has 
underlined the importance of the teaching of ‘dharma’ in schools” 
and that “this (judgement) will help to throw the anti-national and 
anti-dharma out of the syllabus.” (Surely, Vidya Bharati’s concep- 
tion of ‘dharma,’ from what is commonly known about it, is not the 
same as that of the Supreme Court judges.) “Now”, according to 
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him, “the future generation will not have to learn the Aryans as 
outsiders and the Mughals as the natives of the land; will not have 
to admit our ancestors as beef-eaters for no proof or reason; will 
not have to treat Rama and Krishna as myths. Glorious history of 
Rani Padmini will no more be folklore. History will no more de- 
scribe Sikh Gurus as corrupt, plunderers and thugs. Aurangzeb will 
no longer be treated as living saint (peer). Now, the Jains, the Sikhs, 
the Jats and the Gujars will come out as very respectful races in the 
history....” 


The references to Sikh Gurus, Jains, etc, in the statement are 
a repetition of the lies which the minister, the NCERT director and 
others of the Parivar have been propagating to justify the deletions 
ordered by the NCERT from the existing books. The authoritative 
tone of the statement leaves no doubt that the Vidya Bharati ver- 
sion of history will now become the official version of the govern- 
ment of India and its ‘professional’ bodies; it will no longer be the 
version limited to the Parivar’s own schools and shakhas. The 
perversion of history will now be a ‘national’ policy — sanctioned, 
it is claimed, by the Supreme Court. 


(The author recently retired as professor of history from the 
NCERT) 
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POLIT BUREAU STATEMENT 


Brazen Communalisation 
Of Education 


The Polit Bureau of the Communist Party of India 
(Marxist) issued the following statement on October 8, 2002. 


The Polit Bureau of the CPI(M) strongly condemns the bra- 
zen manner in which the Vajpayee government is proceeding with 
the systematic communalisation of the education system. 


The two social science text books — one€ Contemporary 
India for Class IX and the other India and the World for Class VI 
— recently published by the NCERT quite unmistakably reveal the 
totally unprofessional pedagogical approach, shoddy editing, gross 
inaccuracies and blatantly pro-Sangh Parivar bias of the authors, 
editors and the NCERT establishment. A sample list of the factual 
errors and highly objectionable and academically unsustainable state- 
ments contained in the books has already been published by.several 
newspapers over the last few days. 


Given the enormity of the mistakes, the new books should not 
be introduced until a thorough public review by an expert body has 
been undertaken. The ideological sympathy in the books becomes 
more than apparent when, describing the situation after the 1996 
general elections, it is stated that though the BJP formed the gov- 
ernment, but “unfortunately BJP could not prove its majority.” 


It is disgraceful that the book Contemporary India does not 
even mention the assassination of Mahatma Gandhi by a Hindu 
fanatic while discussing his political role. Nor is mentioned the fact 
that the RSS was banned following the assassination. The Sangh 
Parivar’s sympathy for the murderer of Gandhi, Nathu Ram Godse, 
is no secret and it is well known that it was the hate ideology that 
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the Hindu Mahasabha and RSS preached that led to Gandhi’s 
murder. This fact cannot be hidden from school children. 


What is more shocking is the defence of this omission by the 
NCERT director as a mere biographical detail, the non-inclusion of 
which does not really matter much! 


The book Contemporary India for Class IX also reflects the 
anti-communist phobia of the ruling dispensation with the following 
mention of the role of the communists in the freedom struggle: 


“The Indian communists and followers of Jinnah were per- 
haps the only political elements who did not support such a strong 
and widespread movement..... As for the Indian communists, they 
gave their full support to the League’s views and British war ef- 
forts. They blindly supported Russia, ignoring the interests of the 
Indians and their fight against British colonialism.” 


This is no more than brazen incorporation of the Sangh 
Parivar’s prejudice against the communists. In a similar move, the 
October Revolution in Russia has been described as a “coup led by 
Lenin.” 

The book for Class VI, in a chapter on Vedic civilisation, talks 
of the caste system in a justificatory tone when it describes it (caste 
system) as flexible in the beginning which “became rigid and 
moving from one (caste) to other became difficult.” Can our text- 
books remain benevolently neutral vis-a-vis caste system and 
untouchability when it is prohibited by our constitution? Do we wish 
to ignore the role of our women leaders in the struggle for freedom 
while we talk of gender equality as a major value to be inculcated 
among our children? 

These and many other deliberate distortions clearly establish 
the fact that this Vajpayee government is advancing the RSS agenda 
of converting the secular democratic republic of India into a rabidly 
intolerant fascistic “Hindu Rashtra.” 

The Polit Bureau of the CPI(M) demands that this syllabus be 
thoroughly discussed by academicians, experts and all state educa- 
tion ministers before the NCERT goes about implementing it. 
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SAHMAT PRESS CONFERENCE 


Saffronised, Sub-Standard Text 
Books Must Not Be Used 


EMINENT historians, academicians, teachers came together 
under the banner of Safdar Hashmi Memorial Trust (Sahmat) and 
gave a call to all those associated with teaching to reject the 
saffronised, sub-standard text books brought out recently by the 
NCERT. Terming these new text books as regressive, consisting of 
numerous factual bloomers, open biases and prejudices, they called 
for waging a political battle to defeat the nefarious design of the 
Vajpayee government to communalise the young minds. 

Speaking at a press conference organised by Sahmat on Oc- 
tober 5 in New Delhi, they brought out the ridiculous nature of 
writing, both in terms of ‘facts’ and language in the two text books 
of Social Sciences - one for Class VI titled ‘India and the World’ 
and the other for Class 1X titled ‘Contemporary India’. 

Those who addressed the press conference included eminent 
historian, Professor Arjun Dev, principals and teachers of different 
schools and Atma Ram Sanatan Dharam college history lecturer, 
Vishwa Mohan Jha. Professors of history at Delhi University 
DN Jha and K M Shrimati were also present. 

The speakers stressed that even a cursory reading of these 
two books shows that the authorities of the NCERT are deter- 
mined to destroy the secular character of school curriculum. A 
Sahmat statement released on this occasion noted: “The shocking 
academic bankruptcy which is reflected in these books, besides 
their communal ideological orientation, will only serve the purpose 
of bringing disgrace to the organisation which has produced them.” 

Professor Arjun Dev told that he was amazed at the numer- 
ous bloomers, deliberate exclusions and open biases evident in these 
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text books. He was particularly aghast that in a section dealing with 
Modern Indian History, there was no mention of Mahatma Gandhi’s 
murder. “It is the most disgraceful thing. I am no Gandhian but his 
murder was one of the greatest tragedies of modern India. Yet it 
does not find mention while Osama bin Laden gets into the text.” 


Asked what would be the next course of action, Arjun Dev 
stated bluntly that this saffronisation can be halted only when the 
present government is removed from office, and for this a political 
struggle must be waged. In the immediate context he wanted all 
the schools, teachers and state boards to see that such shoddy 
material does not become prescribed text books in their respective 
domains. 

One of the school principal in her remarks said that these books 
were physically very glossy but content-wise regressing into back- 
ward ideology. She criticised the great secrecy and hastiness in 
which these books were prepared. 

The speakers referred to the underlying current of chauvin- 
ism, Brahminism, and anti-Muslim bias in these text books and said 
that this was the most disturbing. These themes have been subtly 
introduced in the téxt. 

The Class IX book covers three units, viz. India in the Twen- 
tieth Century World dealing mainly with the history of India’s free- 
dom movement with a brief reference to ‘Some Developments’ in 
the world, Making of a Modern Nation dealing with some aspects 
of Indian Constitution, and, lastly, India’s ‘Land and the People’. 

The ‘contemporary’ part of the book actually ends in 1950 
though there are odd references to Osama bin Laden and how 
after the 1996 general elections, the BJP formed the government 
but, as the book puts it, “Unfortunately BJP could not prove its 
majority”. ~ 

They stressed that the issue of these two books is only an 
example of the subversion of the basic purposes of education which 
can be prevented only by the active intervention of schools, teach- 
ers, pupils, parents, and concerned citizens. 


(People’s Democracy, Issue dated October 13, 2002) 
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BLOOMERS LIST -1 


Errors, Biases Found In 
Class IX Text Book 


=” A major geographical discovery disclosed in the book is about 
Madagascar which is stated to be “ an island in the Arabian 
Sea’. The fact is that this island is in the Indian Ocean. 


= The English East India Company is supposed to have been 
‘established in India’ in 1600. It was established in England. 


= The Russian Revolution is simply termed as a ‘coup’ led by 
Lenin. 


= The ‘Czars’, it would appear, is the name of a dynasty because 
“Many generation-old rule of the family of Czars was swept 
away by a coup led by Lenin”. 


= The authors of the book find it ‘interesting to note that Stalin 
was the first European leader to enter into a peace-agreement 
with Hitler’ [1939]. The Munich Pact was signed in 1938, much 
before the Stalin-Hitler pact. 


= The book says that with Japan’s ‘moral and material support’, 
Subhas Bose and INA ‘was able to liberate the islands of 
Andaman’ etc. The fact is that the-Andamans had been occu- 
pied by the Japanese by early 1942 and Subhas Bose came 
from Germany to Japan and then to Singapore in mid- 1943 and 
to the Andamans in December 1943. 


# A picture of Barin Ghose, Aurobindo Ghose’s brother and an 
accused in the Alipore Conspiracy Case, has been wrongly 
identified as that of Vasudev Phadke 
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Subramania Bharati, the Class IX students would now learn, 
was among the revolutionaries who ‘spread their activities in 
England and other European countries’. As everyone knows, 
Bharati had escaped to Pondicherry and not to any European 
country. 


For those who do not know already, it is stated that ‘backed by 
the Jana Sangh’, the volunteers of “Free Goa” captured Dadra 
and Nagar Haveli. 


While the Russian Revolution has been described as a coup, 
Fascism and Nazism were nothing more than ¢ a sort of a coun- 
terpart of the dictatorship of the proletariat...imposed...by 
Stalin’. There is nothing else that we need to tell our school 
children about fascism and nazism, the atrocities, the holocaust, 
responsibility for the War or any other matter. 


The Cold War was not such a bad thing after all because it 
meant ‘intense rivalries’ which were ‘coupled with a sort of 
determination to avoid a futl-scale open war’. 


The terms ‘Hindu’ and ‘Muslim’ are frequently used irrespec- 
tive of their relevance to the developments being referred to. 
There is much on Muslim communalism and Muslim League 
but not even an indirect reference to Hindu communalism. The 
Hindu Mahasabha is mentioned a number of times but nowhere 
with reference to Hindu communalism. There is, sadly, no ref- 
erence to RSS, not even in the context of cultural nationalism. 
The ‘only political elements who did not support’ the Quit India 
were the ‘Indian Communists and followers of Jinnah’. As RSS 
was not among ‘political elements’, obviously it could not be 
mentioned. But why leave out the Hindu Mahasabha? 


Jawaharlal Nehru has been put in his place and the only refer- 
ences made to him occur only when it is impossible to avoid 
them, for example, when he became President of the Lahore 
session and when he became Prime Minister. 
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It has been mentioned earlier that there is little of contempo- 
rary relevance in this book on Contemporary India. But the 
section on Foreign Relations which is as perfunctory as other 
sections is truly contemporary. After 11 September 2001, ‘the 
story of relationship between India and the United States’ has 
taken a new turn that promises to unite the two democracies 
into closer bonds on matters civilisational, economic, political, 
strategic and military’. Further Osama Bin Laden ‘and similar 
other persons’ - their names are not stated - ‘have changed the 
whole world and has virtually prompted the United States to 
join hands with India in her fight against terrorism’. 
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BLOOMERS LIST - 2 


Shoddiness, Ignorance And 
Prejudice Mark Class VI Text Book 


It is mentioned that human beings had appeared on earth only 
lakhs of years ago in Africa. A few pages later in the text it is 
found that for millions of years, humans lived by hunting and 
gathering food. 


In the chapter on Vedic Civilisation, Zero was known during the 
vedic civilization. They also knew that the earth moved on its 
own axis and around the sun and also that the moon moved around 
the earth [p91]. On page 118, it is stated that zero was intro- 
duced in north India after Mauryas and Shungas and that it was 
Aryabhatta who suggested that earth revolves around the sun 
and rotates on its axis. The two periods are separated by 1000 
years. 


The Egyptian calender is called a lunar calender while in fact it 
was solar. 


The underlying current of chauvinism, Brahminism, and anti- 
Muslim bias one finds in this book is most disturbing. On page 
102, it is stated: ‘The last Mauryan king Brihadratha had lost the 
loyalty of army. The army chief Pushyamitra Sunga killed him in 
187 BC and himself became the king. This is the only incident in 
the history of India till twelfth century AD when a king was killed 
and replaced.’ The message is obvious: such killings became 
common only after the 12th century AD during the reign of Mus- 
lim kings. The statement is as insidious as it is false-a succession 
of patricides ruled in eastern India before the Mauryas and even a 
cursory reading of the Rajatarangini would show that the kings 
in the pre-Muslim times were no better or worse than later. 

It is mentioned under the chapter on Vedic Civilisation “Injuring 
or killing of cow was prohibited in the Vedic period.... Vedas 
prescribe punishment for injuring or killing cow by expulsion 
from the kingdom or by death penalty, as the case may be.” P V 
Kane, the author in his monumental work- The History of 
Dharmasastras. Volume L. - does not support this view. 
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INDIAN EXPRESS EDITORIAL 


Going By The Book 


The debate over the rewriting of textbooks must be joined again. 
Not to revive those wearisome and righteous oppositions: left versus 
right, secular versus non-secular, saffron versus red and/or pink. Not 
simply because the Supreme Court’s September 12 verdict has left 
many questions unanswered: just where must one draw the fine line 
between the ‘education about religions’ that the National Curriculum 
Framework promises and the court approves of, and the ‘religious 
instruction’ that Article 28 (1) of the Indian Constitution prohibits? Is 
‘education about religions’ the only way to instil ‘value education’? 
And shouldn’t this whole discussion also be about the ways in which 
the syllabus is taught instead of confining itself to what it says? 

No, the debate over the rewriting of school textbooks must be 
joined yet again to ask another fundamental question that has not 
figured often enough in the general handwringing so far: what is the 
quality of the new textbooks that have been framed for our children? 
Do they make the grade? All indications are they don’t. As some 
school teachers have already gone public to point out, they are riddled 
with errors, of omission and commission, induced by unmistakable 
prejudice in some cases and by plain old ignorance in others. What 
else can one say about a textbook that unblinkingly situates the Mada- 
gascar island in the Arabian Sea? Or one that stoutly refuses to spell 
out that Gandhi was assassinated by one Nathuram Godse? What can 
one say about a history text that contradicts itself, in the space of a 
few chapters, on the precise dating of the zero? Or about one that 
justifies Fascism and Nazism as nothing more than a ‘sort of a coun- 
terpart of the dictatorship of the proletariat... imposed... by Stalin’? 
Obviously, the framers of the texts have not observed even the mini- 
mal standards of professionalism. 

They have evidently been guided by criteria other than those of 
academic rigour. And the victims are our children. It is good that the 
court has not been allowed to have the last word on this particular 
controversy. The onus is on us. The education of children, the nur- 
turing of young minds, is a matter that demands abiding vigilance and 


our enduring concern. 
(October 7, 2002) 
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THE HINDU EDITORIAL 


Inventing History 


THE new texts prepared by the National Council for Education, 
Research and Training (NCERT) for schools affiliated to the Central 
Board for Secondary Education are out now and even a cursory glance 
at them shows a whole lot of factual errors and erroneous notions 
being vended as truths. The Social Science text, for instance, de- 
scribes Madagascar as an island in the Arabian Sea, identifies the 
Czars as a dynasty or a family (while “Czar” in Russian means “the 
emperor”), includes Subramania Bharathi among those who spread 
their activities in England and other European countries (Bharathi had 
only sought asylum in Pondicherry, a French territory, for a short 
while and was never abroad) and states that Stalin was the first Euro- 
pean ruler to enter into a peace agreement with Hitler (whereas the 
Munich Pact was signed much earlier between Hitler’s Germany, 
France and England). All such factually incorrect statements in the 
school texts can certainly not be wished away as errors caused by 
oversight, as the mandarins in the NCERT are now doing. Instead, 
they reflect the level of scholarship and the lack of commitment to 
academic rigour on the part of those engaged in the exercise. 

There are also ideas that defy historical logic and are not backed 
by facts, conveying faulty notions of the past, in the new texts. An 
illustration of this is the glorification of the Vedic age when the text 
states that the Vedic people were familiar with the use of “zero”, that 
“they also knew that the earth moved on its own axis and around the 
sun” and that “they also knew that the moon revolved around the 
sun”. Apart from an intention to convey that the Vedic civilisation 
was a “superior” one (an idea inherent to the Sangh Parivar's view of 
history), the trouble in this context is that the same text, at a later 
stage, conveys that “zero” was “introduced in North India after the 
Mauryas and the Sungas”. The text also contains passages that it was 
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Aryabhatta who “suggested that the earth revolves around the sun 
and rotates on its axis”. It is strange that the authors were unaware 
that Aryabhatta lived in the Fifth Century A.D. and hence several 
hundred years after the Vedic civilisation flourished. Now, a student 
in school is exposed to two contradictory suggestions (in two differ- 
ent contexts in the same text) regarding a fact about astronomy. 
There are other infirmities too. The Social Science text dealing 
with contemporary Indian history (avowedly to inform the school- 
going students of the developments after Independence) does not 
mention anywhere the assassination of Gandhi! Similarly, the narra- 
tive on the Quit India movement states that “the only political ele- 
ments who did not support the Quit India movement were the Indian 
communists and the followers of Jinnah”. It is .strange that the au- 
thors were unaware that Shyama Prasad Mookerjee (who founded 
the Bharathiya Jana Sangh in 1952) remained the Finance Minister of 
the Bengal Presidency (under Fazl-ul-Haqg) for at least six months 
after August 9, 1942. Mookerjee was the leader of the Hindu Maha 
Sabha then. Another such distortion is in the section dealing with the 
last of the Maurya kings, Brihadratha, who was killed by his own 
army chief, Pushyamitra Sunga (in 187 B.C.); the authors state that 
“this is the only incident in the history of India till the Twelfth Century 
A.D.”. Ancient texts, the Rajatharangini for example, will show a 
succession of patricides across the ancient kingdoms even before the 
Mauryan era. The intention is to convey that sons killing fathers (to 
capture the throne) was witnessed in the Indian kingdoms only after 
the invasion of Mohammed Ghazni. Such untruths have been the 
staple diet upon which the cadre of the Sangh Parivar has been brought 
up. But then, to introduce such false statements into the school cur- 
riculum is indeed a dangerous proposition. The havoc that indifferent 
scholarship combining with a distorting ideology could cause in school 


education is all too apparent. 


(October 14, 2002) 
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